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Reviving the 
"Policy Bargain" Discussion 
Professional Accountability and the 
Contribution of Teacher-performance 
Assessment 
DIANE MAYER 
The issue of educat ional accountabiliry is probably the 
most pressing and most problematic of any facing the 
public schools today. 
-Darling- Hammond 1989,59 
V ery little has changed in sixteen yea rs. Today accountability is probably the most impo rtant 
challenge facing teachers as they strive to provide learn-
ing opportunities for their students. However, accord-
ing to Darling- Hammond (1989), legal and bureau-
cratic forms of accountability dominate teachers' lives. 
Bureaucratic accountability mechanisms in the form of 
regulatory procedures that aim to ensure teacher com-
pliance through rewards and sanctions are still at the 
center of teachers' lives. In 1989, Darling- llammond 
argued that accountability reduced schools' and teach-
ers' ability to respond to students' needs, and that pro-
fessional accountability mechan isms held the most 
promise for improving professional practice and 
enhancing learning Outcomes for every studenl. 
In this article, I use the models of accountabili ty out-
lined in Darling-Hammond's (1989) article as a lens to 
examine the current climate of educational accoun l~ 
ability, particularly the status of professional account-
ability, and to exp lo re the role of teacher-performance 
assessment. The question at the core of this exploratio n 
is, Are we closer to a strong model of professional 
accountabil ity today than we were sixteen years ago? Or 
are we looking at an entrenched bureaucratic model for 
years to come? 
Accountability 
What does it mean to be accountable as a teacher? 
Accountable to whom' Accountable fo r what? Answers 
to these questions frame the ways in which systems of 
accountabili ty are developed and operationalized. The 
accou ntability models that are currently in place rely 
o n govern ment agencies to implement mechanisms to 
assure the public that all students are achieving the 
sa me acceptable standards of achievement. Proponents 
of professional-accountability systems argue for a sys-
tem that enab les and encourages teachers to be client 
o riented, to use all availab le knowledge in making pro-
fessional decisions, and to strive to learn and improve 
their professional practice. 
In 1989, Darling-Hammond outlined the following 
accountabil ity models designed to safeguard the public 
interest: 
• Political accountability. Elected officials must stand for 
reelection at regular intervals so that citizens can 
judge the representativeness of their views and the 
responsiveness of their decisions. 
• Legal accOlmtability. Couns must entertain co mplaints 
about violations of laws, as enacted by representa-
tives of the public, and of citizens' co nstitutionally 
granted rights, which may be threatened either by 
private or legislative action. 
• Bureaucratic accountability. Agencies of government 
promulgate rules and regulations intended to assure 
citizens that public functi ons will be carried out in 
pursuit of the public goals voiced through democratic 
or legal processes. 
• ProfeSSional accoulllability. Governments create profes-
sional bodies and structures to ensu re competence 
and appropriate practice in occupations that serve 
the public and also delegate cenain decisions about 
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occupational membership, standards, and pract ices 
lO these bodies. 
• Marilet accountability. Governments allow cliellls or 
consumers to choose what services best meet th eir 
needs; lO preserve the utility of this form of accoulll-
ability, monopolies are prevented, freedom of choice 
is protected, and truthful information is required of 
service providers. (1989, 61) 
Moreover, Darling-Hammond suggested that all of 
these accoulllability mechanisms have strengths and 
weaknesses, and that each may be applicable to panic-
ular activities: 
Political medlanisllls (a n suppan the public establish-
menl of general policy directions in areas subject to direct 
government control. Legal mechanisms are most useful 
when rights or proscriptions are clearly definable and 
when establishing the facts is all that is needed to trigger 
a remedy. Bureaucratic mechan isms are most appropriate 
when a standard set of practices or procedures can be eas-
ily linked to behavioral rules that will produce the 
desired outcomes. Market mechanisms are helpru l when 
consumer preferences vary widely, when the state does 
not have a direct. interest in controlling choice, and when 
governmem control would be counterproductive LO in no-
vation, Professional mechan isms are most importalH 
when sareguards for consumer choice are necessary to 
serve the public interest, but t.he technology or the work 
is uniquely determined by individual client needs and a 
complex and changing base of knowledge. (1989, 61) 
In 1989, legal and bureaucratic forms of education 
accountability dominated. Revisiting the issue in 
2004, Darling-Hammond (2004b) affirmed the con-
tinuing dominance of these approaches combined 
with some emerging market accountability in the 
growth o f charter and magnet schools. Current edu-
cation accountab ility mea ns monitoring test scores 
averaged for classrooms, schools, and districts and 
monitoring compliance with a prescribed curriculum 
designed lO help sLUdents learn what is on the tests. 
Rewards and sanctions are linked lO co mpliance and 
noncompliance. Such a model of accountability views 
students as uniform blocks of clay, learning as stan-
dardized shapes and markings on the clay, and teach -
ers as automatons who work the clay more or less 
according to formu la. It does not promote a view of 
teaching as intellectua l work involving professional 
judgment-which is the essence of teacller profes-
siona l ism (Tripp 1993). 
Standardization is promoted in the name of ensur-
ing a good education for all. Learning goals are estab-
lished as common standards or outcomes that are 
assumed to be the most appropriate for all students of 
a certain age and developmental level, and teachers' 
work is structured to ensu re strict compliance in pur-
suit of these goals. Not only are the expected outcomes 
the same for all students irrespective of background 
and experience, but also in many cases, students are 
exposed to the same curriculum in the pursuit of these 
outcomes, These outcomes are then measured and 
compared lO other classrooms, distr icts, and states in 
which students have experienced the same curriculum. 
Any attempts to ind ividualize means grouping stu-
dents and treating the groups alike. Thus, a model of 
accountability that values responsiveness to individual 
students is at odds with a model that is based on the 
premise that all studen ts can and should achieve, 
whicll imp lies that if they do not, it is either the fault 
of the students or the teacher. Much of the stress in 
teadlers' work lives stems from trying to negotiate 
these two accountabi li ty fram eworks. 
These criticisms are not lO suggest that accoulllability 
is a bad idea. The question is, What form of account-
ability will enable and indeed encourage teacllers to be 
responsive to students and their parents, to make 
informed decisions, and to work toward the "pub lic 
good"? What form of accountability works towa rds 
ensuring that every student has the opportunity to learn 
and has access lO high-quality teachers? What form of 
accountability works towards redUCing and eliminating 
inequities in socielY? Professiona l accountabilily offers 
promise, 
Professional Accountability 
Darling-Hammo nd incorporated three principles in 
the conduct and governance of an occupation into her 
defin ition of professional accountability: 
• Knowledge is the bas is for permission to practice 
and for decisions that are made with respect lO the 
unique needs of clients. 
• The practitioner pledges his first concern lO the wel-
fare of the client. 
• The profession assumes collective responsibility for 
the definition, transmittal. and enforcement of pro-
fess ional standards of practice and ethics. (1989,67) 
A self-regulated teaching profession takes co llective 
responsibi lity for ensuring that a ll those permitted lO 
teach are well prepared, that they have and use all avai l-
ab le knowledge lO inform professional practice, and 
that they maintain a primary commitment to clients 
(that is, their students and the public) . A profeSSional 
accountability model compriSing these dimensions rep-
resents a "policy bargain" that the profession makes 
with society whereby greater (self-) regulation of tel/ch-
ers is guaranteed in exchange for deregulation of lellch-
;"g: "Fo r occupations that require discretion, knowl-
edge, and judgment in meeting the unique needs of 
clients, the profession guarantees the competence of 
members in exchange for the privilege of profeSSional 
control over work structure and standards of practice" 
(Darling-Hammond 1989, 67). Has this bargain been 
kept? Given the dominance of bureaucratic models of 
accountability, the answer is no. 
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But why? Has the profession been ab le 10 uphold 
our end of the bargain? During the 1980s, moves to 
professionalize teaching stemmed from a belief that 
teachers cou ld be vehides for school reform; 10 do so 
they must be knowledgeable and have greater decision -
making capabilities. However, a backlash of sorts sub-
sequently ensued, fuelled by concerns that teachers 
thus "empowered" would be unaccountable. In 1989, 
Darling-Hammond suggested that professional devel-
opment schools (PDS) could provide the organizatio n-
al structures to facilitate professional accountabil ity 
mechanisms (see Latham, Crumpler, and Moss 2005). 
Although progress has been made on this front, the 
dominant model of professional development has kept 
the PDS idea on the margins. 
Recently educational researchers have done a good 
job of communicating to society just how important 
quality teachers are by suggesting tl,at cert ified teachers 
are more effective than uncenif1ed teachers in terms of 
student achievement (for example, Darling-Hammond 
2004a; Wilson, Floden, and Ferrini -Mundy 2001). Add 
10 tl,is evidence suggestions of uneven a llocation of 
quality teachers in schools-underprepared teachers are 
found in disproportionate numbers in low-performing 
Sdlools and in schools serving large numbers of minor-
ity students, poor students, and English language learn-
ers ( Darling-Hammond 2004a; Esch et al. 2004 )-and 
the focus shifts to issues of teacher quality-how 10 
define it, how to measure it, and how to ach ieve it. 
To be sure, the profession has changed. It has sought 
10 regulate the preparation of teachers, support their 
entry inlO the profession, and recogn ize highly accom-
plished teachers. The National Cou ncil for Accred ita-
tion of Tead,er Education (NCATE) and the Teacher 
Education Accreditation Cou ncil (TEAC) arguably rep-
resent the profession's best national alLempts 10 self-
regulate enlry into the profession . Created in 1954, 
NCATE accredits institutional units that offer teacher-
preparation programs, while the more recently estab-
lished TEAC accredits individual programs. Ilowever, 
fewer than 40 percent of ex isti ng teacher-preparation 
programs and/or the institutions that offer them are 
nationally accredited (Wilson and Youngs, forthcom-
ing). The Nationa l Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards (NBPTS) represents the profession's anempt 
to make teaching focused on student learning and 10 
acknowledge highly accomp lished teachers. It also has 
had some effect on teacher preparation (see Calluzzo 
2005). 
Just as professional o rganizati ons have increased 
their visibility and influence, the federal government 
a lso has entered inlO the teacher-quality arena but has 
taken a stance very much at odds with NCATE, TEAC, 
and NBPTS. According to tl,e No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB), subject malLer knowledge and verbal abil ity 
are important determinants for high-quality teaching 
(U .S. Department of Education 2003, 2004). This per-
spective is paving the way for the deregulation of 
teacher preparation, on the assumption that subject 
malLer knowledge is best acquired outside schools of 
education and all other information can be picked up 
on the job. "Reducing barriers to becoming a teacher 
among otherwise highly qualified individuals" is a pri-
ority (U .S. Department of Education 2004, 2). 
Proponents of diminishing the role of schools of 
education in teacher preparation draw on research and 
evaluations such as the recent Mathematica Policy 
Researdl, Inc. study, which was funded by the U.S. 
Department of Education's Institute of Education Sci-
ences (IES) and examined the effect of Teach for Amer-
ica (TFA) teachers on student achievemen t as com-
pared to a contro l group of non-TFA teachers. The 
study found that TFA teachers had a positive effect on 
math scores and no effect on reading scores (Decker, 
Mayer, and Clazerman 2004), with the suggestion that 
such alternative preparation is as effective as, if not 
more effective than, traditional preparation pathways 
when the measure of effect iveness is student learning 
outcomes as defined by standardized achievement 
scores. Likewise, the estab lishment of and extensive 
funding support for the American Board for the Certi-
fication of Teacher Excellence (ABCl'E) further exem-
plifies the federal government's interest in and support 
for bypassing traditional teacher preparation. The 
ABCrE was designed to ease entry into teaching by 
allowing teacher candidates with an appropriate 
undergraduate degree in a relevant subject maLLer 10 
take a cenification examination, rather than complete 
an approved teadler education program. Federal gov-
ernment support for alterative pathways, which often 
bypass teadler preparation, is strong: 
ITlhe Department is cOllll11ined to continuing to rorge 
strong partnerships with states, institutions, and national 
organizations, such as the American Board ror the Certi· 
ficalion of Teacher E.xcellence. the National Center for 
Alternative Certification, Teach ror America and the New 
Teadler Project, to help to continue building momentum 
for change. (U .S. Department of Education 2004, t 3) 
Although a struggle for control of the preparation of 
teachers has been waged for several years now, states 
themselves have bureaucratic accountabi lity systems 
that accredit teacher-preparation programs and certify 
entrants into the profession . Regulatory processes 
aimed at ensuring quality teachers in the profession 
usually include some comb in ation of (1) teacher 
assessment and procedures for certification and (2) 
accreditation of teacher-preparation programs or the 
institutional unit offering them. However, it seems that 
neither these certification systems nor the associated 
accreditation systems have gained public confidence. 
There has been a steady development and implementa-
tion of various forms of teacher assessment for teacher-
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licensing decisions (usually in the form of tests). In 
2002, thirty-seven states relied on teacher tests to deter-
mine teacher licensing decisions at the entry level and 
also to determine entry into teacher-preparation pro-
grams and tenure (Wilson and Youngs, forthcoming; 
Youngs, Odden, and Porter 2003). The 1998 reautho-
rization of Title II of the Higher Education Act, which 
mandated that each state annually report the percent-
age of teacher candidates who passed state certification 
tests, has served to further legitimate bureaucratic mod-
els of teacher testing. 
Research on teacher tests indicates that they have lit-
tle predictive validiry, causing questions to arise about 
their capacity to measure a teacher's ability to teach 
and even whether they measure anything worthwhile 
(Wilson and Youngs, forthcoming) . Moreover, given 
the current ambivalence about the value of teacher 
preparation offered in higher education institutions, 
proponents of a professional model of teaching are 
concerned that teacher tests may provide inappropri-
ate short-cut routes into teaching (Youngs, Odden, 
and Porter 2003). In addition, other issues also have 
been raised in regards to the inherent bias in pencil-
and-paper tests of teacher knowledge, which makes 
some teacher candidates advantaged or privileged in 
taking the test (Tellez 2003). Tellez concludes that 
"paper-and-pencil tests of pedagogy are a blunt tool 
for assessing an extraordinarily complex human 
endeavor" (I 6). 
In response to the identified shortcomings of tests of 
basic skills, tests of subject maner knowledge, and tests 
of professional knowledge, many states have moved to 
the use of performance assessments in making teacher-
licensing decisions. This movement away from paper-
and-pencil tests may provide the profession with an 
opportunity to re-open discussions around the "policy 
bargain,· which can strengthen the profession and 
instill public confidence in the profess ion's ability to 
self-regulate. 
Performance Assessment 
Consistent with a bureaucratic model. earlier 
approaches to teacher-performance assessment imple-
mented during the 1980s in Georgia, Florida, and Texas 
focused on a uniform set of teacher behaviors and strate-
gies regardless of context (Youngs, Odden, and Porter 
2003). But the new generation of teacher assessments, 
those based on observation and interrogation of class-
room practice, has the potential to authentically measure 
a teacher's ability, to use and contribute to the profes-
sional knowledge base. to be responsive to the learning 
needs of every student, and to inquire into and reflect on 
their professiona l practice (Pecheone et al. 2005; Larsen 
and Calfee 200S). These teacher-performance assess-
ments aim to provide mechanisms for accountability 
based on the assumption that teaching is not a decon-
textualized skill. They aim to support and assess practices 
that are student oriented and knowledge based. 
As promising as these new assessments are, however, 
Youngs, Odden, and Porter (2003) found that, in 2002, 
only nine states employed some form of performance 
assessment when making ljcensing decisions. Most of 
those states used tools for classroom-based observa-
tions and interviews such as Praxis III , an observation 
instrument developed by the Educational Testing Ser-
vice (ETS; see hnp://www.ets.org/praxis/ index.html) . 
Only two states, Connecticut and North Carolina, used 
portfolios. As the articles in this special issue of Tile 
Clearing HOllse anest, more states have developed or are 
in the process of developing performance assessments 
to be used in licensing decisions. 
Youngs, Odden, and Porter (2003) suggest that so few 
states are using profession-developed and profession-
regulated teacher-performance assessments in high-
stakes licensing decisions because of the high costs asso-
ciated with imp lementing them; questions about their 
validity, reliability, and fairness; and possible effect on 
teacher supply when there are many pressures to con-
sider alternative pathways into the profession . 
Can a more widespread and coordinated teacher-
performance assessment stregthen professional 
accountability? Bureaucratic models of accountability 
are embedded and widespread. However, there is grow-
ing evidence that this model is not improving student 
learning. especia lly for those in low-income areas, those 
who are "at risk." those who are English-language learn-
ers, or those in minority groups, because they often 
have the least qualified teachers (Darling-Hammond 
2004b). But are we closer to a strong model of profes-
sional accountability today than we were sixteen years 
ago? Or are we looking at an entrenched bureaucratic 
model for years to come' 
Clearly, our understanding of the details of a profes-
sional model has been clarified and deepened through-
out these years. We have succeeded in creating space for 
a professional model within respected and influential 
professional groups like the NBPTS, NCATE, and 
TEAC. Performance assessments may be able to help us 
refocus on the professionalization of teaching and give 
us tools to work on self-governance by providing an 
accepted framework for the profession to monitor and 
regulate itself-to hold up our end of the bargain . 
Our overall goal should be to recognize, value, sup-
port, and enhance quality teaching in all its forms and 
in a range of contexts. The ways in which quality teach-
ing is defined must include the notions of situated pro-
fessional practice and responsiveness to students and 
communities. At its core, a professional accountability 
system must reflect the complexity of teaching. offer a 
valid measure of teacher competence, and help teach-
ers improve. In addition, professional accountability 
has the potential to build teacher morale and enhance 
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the status of the profession by recognizing teachers' 
work as intellectual, complex, and requiring informed 
professional judgment. A professional accountability 
model a lso can be a catalys t to encourage further refl ec-
tion and inquiry, help teachers identity professional 
learning needs and career aspirati ons, and assist them 
in these goa ls. 
Performance assessment can strengthen the frame-
work of such a professional accountabili ty system. 
Darling-Hammond and Snyder's four principles for 
assessment can further guide us: 
I . Assessments sa mple the actual knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions desired of teachers as they are used in 
teaching and learning co ntexts, rather than relying 
on more remote prox.ies. 
2. Assessments req uire the integrati o n of multiple 
kinds of knowledge and skill as they are used in 
practice. 
3. Multiple sources o f evidence are collected over time 
and in diverse contexts. 
4 . Assessment evidence is evaluated by individuals with 
relevant expenise against criteria that matter for per-
fo rmance in the fi eld. (2000, 527-28) 
Therefore, as a profession we need to continue our 
investigations into teach ing, lea rning, and lea rning to 
teach to support and inform such a process. We must 
continue our activity to further develop and refine a 
knowledge base for teach ing, including our under-
standing of how teachers develo p professionally and 
how they use their knowl edge in different contexts. We 
also must consider the assessors; they must be mem-
bers of the profession and well trained. 
Despite this opt imism abo ut th e potential of 
reclaiming and strengthening professiona l account-
ability through perform ance assessment, I offer a cau-
tionary note. Although the ability to judge teaching as 
a con textualized pro fessi onal practice is a major 
strength, we must be sure not to essentialize the teach-
ing act as teacher-performance assessment becomes a 
high-stakes evaluation. We must frame a system that is 
able to recognize and validate teacher knowledge, 
co mmitmen t, responsiveness, and capability in va ri -
ous settings with a ll lea rners. We will be able to feel 
co nfid ent th a t we have developed a trustworthy 
approach to teacher-performance assessment and pro-
fessional accountability when the quality of a teacher 
working in traditionally underserved and margi nalized 
school com munities is equally able to be identified, 
interpreted, and judged as a teacher working in schoo ls 
serving historica lly privileged populations. To do this, 
a notion of quality teaching as a knowledge-informed 
and client-responsive profeSSional judgmen t must 
und erpin a ll approaches to teacher-performance 
assessment. 
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